STAFF USE ONLY PROJEC1 NUMBER: PM 068934

CASES: RENV 1200700078

ROAK 2009-00032

# % % % [INITIAL STUDY * * * *

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

GENERAL INFORMATION
I.A. Map Date:  4pril 2, 2007 Staff Member:  Michele Bush
Thomas Guide: 4552 C5 USGS Quad: Mint Canyon

Location: 26839 Triumph Avenue, between Sultus and Diver Streets, Canyon Country

Description of Project: The proposed project is a request for a Parcel map to subdivide 4.93 acres

(one existing parcel) into two (2) lots for single family residential use. The current property use is single family

residential. There is an existing residence on the proposed Parcel 1. A new residential use is proposed for the

newly created parcel in the future. The project will use domestic water and septic sewer disposal systems. No

grading is proposed on the project site.

Gross Acres:  4.93

Environmental Setting: _The project site is located on Triumph Avenue, approximately two miles west of the

Angeles National Forest. The site is approximately two miles south of the Antelope Valley (14) Freeway, and

three miles north of the Placerita Canyon Natural Area, within the unincorporated community of Santa Clarita.

Surrounding land uses within a 1,000 foot radius consist of single family residential units and vacant land. The

project site consists of a single family residence that will be retained. There are several oak trees on the site.

The applicant has applied for an Oak Tree Permit to allow for encroachment and pruning within the protected

zone of four (4) trees.

Zoning: A-1-2; Light Agriculture

General Plan: N/A

Community/Area wide Plan:  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, N1-Non-Urban 1 (0.5 du/ac)
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Major projects in area:

PROJECT NUMBER DESCRIPTION & STATUS

PM 065342 4 single family lots on 19.75 acres; pending

TR 063483 - 171 condos on 12.5 acres; approved

TR 45023 23 multi-family lots, 752 NC and 1 open space lot on 46.2 acres,; recorded
PM 065239 2 single family lots on 5026 acres; pending

PM 27082 4 single family lots on 40 acres; pending

PM 067405 4 single family lots on 40 acres, pending

PM 25884/00-013 2 single family lots on 5.52 acres, pending

TR 52833 751 single family lots, 140 NC, 2 PF, 26 OS and 1C lot; recorded

TR 52938/99-101 194 NC and 2 OS lots on 28.2 acres; recorded

NOTE: For EIRs, above projects are not sufficient for cumulative analysis.

REVIEWING AGENCIES
Responsible Agencies Special Reviewing Agencies Regional Significance
U.S. Department of the Army
Los Angeles District (] None DX None

[_] Regional Wat.er Quality [ ] Santa Monica Mountains [] SCAG Criteria

Control Board Conservancy

[ ]Los Angeles Region [ ] National Parks [ 1Air Quality

[ ] Lahontan Region [ ] National Forest [ ] Water Resources
[___l Coastal Commission D Edwards Air Force Base [ ] Santa Monica Mtns. Area

D Resource Conservation District D
of Santa Monica Mtns. Area
X] Fernandefio Tataviam — Band

[_] Army Corps of Engineers

of Mission Indians []
i . X] Fernandefio Tataviam — Band
Trustee Agencies of Mission Indians []
[X] Native American Heritage
_D None Commission
D4 Department of Fish and
Game County Reviewing Agencies
South Coast Region 5 [X] City of Santa Clarita
X Santa Clarita Oak X County of Los Angeles Fire
[ ] State Parks Conservancy Department
County of Los Angeles
[] Health Services
X County of Los Angeles
[] Health Services
[]
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IMPACT ANALYSIS MATRIX ANALYSIS SUMMARY (See individual pages for details)
Less than Significant Impact/No Impact
Less than Significant Impact with Project Mitigation
 Potentially Significant Impact

CATEGORY FACTOR Pg . Potential Concern
HAZARDS 1. Geotechnical s (X U]

2. Flood 6 L1 []

3. Fire 7 XL

4. Noise 8 X D D
RESOURCES 1. Water Quality o XITIILT

2. Air Quality 10 (XL

3. Biota 1 | XHOE]

4. Cultural Resources 12 | X D D

5. Mineral Resources 13 | X I

6. Agriculture Resources | 14 L]

7. Visual Qualities 15 | X O
SERVICES 1. Traffic/Access 16 || L]

2. Sewage Disposal 17 | XA L]

3. Education 18 IZ] [] D

4. Fire/Sheriff 19 | X LI ED

5. Utilities 20 e
OTHER 1. General 21 | X[ ]

2. Environmental Safety |22 |XI| [ ]| []

3. Land Use 23 (XL

4. Pop/Hous./Emp./Rec. |24 || [ ][]

5. Mandatory Findings 25 | X [] D
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Environmental Finding:

FINAL DETERMINATION: On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Regional Planning finds that this
project qualifies for the following environmental document:

<] NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmuch as the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the
environment.

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was determined that this project will not
exceed the established threshold criteria for any environmental/service factor and, as a result, will not have a
significant effect on the physical environment.

[] MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, in as much as the changes required for the project will reduce
impacts to insignificant levels (see attached discussion and/or conditions).

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was originally determined that the
proposed project may exceed established threshold criteria. The applicant has agreed to modification of the
project so that it can now be determined that the project will not have a significant effect on the physical
environment. The modification to mitigate this impact(s) is identified on the Project Changes/Conditions Form
included as part of this Initial Study.

[ ] ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT*, inasmuch as there is substantial evidence that the project may have
a significant impact due to factors listed above as “significant”.

[ ] Atleast one factor has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to legal standards,
and has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the
attached sheets (see attached Form DRP/IA 101). The Addendum EIR is required to analyze only the
factors changed or not previously addressed.

/) ;/,r?f’ ] o
Reviewed by: Michele Bush ., Vs Date: Vs / A, / { J C‘!/;/.f:ff‘/} ;};
Tifhode o Hy 1
- !/f:if' jﬁ%j’}é// %\ 3 :/ f ;:V; w,Zf///f;
Approved by: ‘ Date:

Paul McCarthy

[ ] This proposed project is exempt from Fish and Game CEQA filling fees. There is no substantial evidence that
the proposed project will have potential for an adverse effect on wildlife or the habitat upon which the wildlife
depends. (Fish & Game Code 753.5).

[ ] Determination appealed — see attached sheet.

*NOTE: Findings for Environmental Impact Reports will be prepared as a separate document following the public hearing on the project.

4 8/7/08



HAZARDS - 1. Geotechnical

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes. No Maybe

"" ] Is the project located in an active or potentially active fault zone, Seismic Hazards
Zone, or Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone?
Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project is not located in a fault, seismic
hazards or alquist-priolo earthquake fault zones.

] Is the project site located in an area containing a major landslide(s)?

Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project is not located in an area containing a
major landslide.

[ 1 Is the project site located in an area having high slope instability?
Based on review of the project map and GIS-NET data (topography), the project site
is not located in an area having high slope instabiliry.

] Is the project site subject to high subsidence, high groundwater level, liquefaction, or
hydrocompaction?

Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project site is within a liquefaction zone.

] Is the proposed project considered a sensitive use (school, hospital, public assembly
site) located in close proximity to a significant geotechnical hazard?
The project is not considered a sensitive use and is not located in close proximity to a
significant geotechnical hazard.

] Will the project entail substantial grading and/or alteration of topography including
slopes of over 25%?

No grading is proposed on the project site at this time.

] Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
The project will not be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code and will not create substantial risks to life or property.

1 O [[] Other factors?

h.

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[:] Building Ordinance No. 2225 — Sections 308B, 309, 310, and 311 and Chapters 29 and 70
[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design [ ] Approval of Geotechnical Report by DPW

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Commiittee.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by, geotechnical factors?

; D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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HAZARDS - 2. Flood

SETTING/IMPACTS
‘ No Maybe

Is the major drainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a dashed line,
located on the project site?

Based on review of the USGS quad sheet, there is no major drainage course located
on the project site. However, there is an unnamed blue line stream running through
the northern portion of the property which runs from the Sand Canyon Creek.

Is the project site located within or does it contain a floodway, floodplain, or
designated flood hazard zone?

Based on review of GIS-NET, the northern portion of the project site is located within
a 100 year flood plain.

Is the project site located in or subject to high mudflow conditions?

Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project site is not located in or subject to high
mudflow conditions.

Could the project contribute or be subject to high erosion and debris deposition from
run-off?

Based on review of the project map and GIS-NET data (topography), the project
would not contribute or be subject to high erosion and debris deposition from run-
off. No grading is proposed at this time.

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area?

Applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

£. [ [ [] Other factors (e.g., dam failure)?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
D Building Ordinance No. 2225 — Section 308A [ ] Ordinance No. 12,114 (Floodways)

X Approval of Drainage Concept by DPW
[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ]LotSize [ ] Project Design

Applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by flood (hydrological) factors?

' D‘Potemiaylfly significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation !E Less than significant/No impact
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HAZARDS - 3. Fire

SETTING/IMPACTS
No Maybe

a. [X [0 [  Isthe project site located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Fire Zone 4)?

Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project site is located in a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone.

] Is the project site in a high fire hazard area and served by inadequate access due to
lengths, width, surface materials, turnarounds or grade?
Based on review of GIS-NET data a project map, the project site is in a high fire
hazard area but is accessible from Triumph Avenue.
Applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

] Does the project site have more than 75 dwelling units on a single access in a high
fire hazard area?

The project site currently contains one (1) single family residence.
] Is the project site located in an area having inadequate water and pressure to meet
fire flow standards?

Applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

] Is the project located in close proximity to potential dangerous fire hazard
conditions/uses (such as refineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?
Based on review of 2008 Thomas Guide, project map and GIS-NET, the project is
not located in close proximity to potential dangerous fire hazard conditions or uses.

[ ]  Does the proposed use constitute a potentially dangerous fire hazard?

The proposed use is single family residential and does not constitute a potentially
dangerous fire hazard.

g ] [ [] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[_] Water Ordinance No. 7834 [_] Fire Ordinance No. 2947 [_] Fire Regulation No. 8

] Fuel Modification / Landscape Plan

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[]Project Design [ ] Compatible Use

Applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION

i
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by fire hazard factors?

D 'Po‘te‘n‘tiayll‘y Signifitént' D Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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HAZARDS - 4. Noise

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe
e ] Is the project site located near a high noise source (airports, railroads, freeways,
industry)?
The Union Pacific Railroad and Antelope Valley (14) Freeway are more than a mile
away from the project site.

] Is the proposed use considered sensitive (school, hospital, senior citizen facility) or
are there other sensitive uses in close proximity?
The proposed use is single family residential and there are no other sensitive uses in
close proximity to the project site.

Could the project substantially increase ambient noise levels including those

[ associated with special equipment (such as amplified sound systems) or parking areas
associated with the project?
The proposed project is single family residential use, no amplified sound system or
parking area, other than a garage, is proposed.

a Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels without the project?
At the time of construction, there would be a temporary increase in ambient noise
levels.

e. [] [ [] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

Noise Control (Title 12 — Chapter 8) Uniform Building Code (Title 26 - Chapter 35)
[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [ OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ]LotSize [ |Project Design[ ] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be adversely impacted by noise?

" D Polen'tially sigllificélat' D Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 1. Water Quality

SETTING/IMPACTS
7" No Maybe
X ] Is the project site located in an area having known water quality problems and
proposing the use of individual water wells?
The existing single family residence on the project site is currently served by the
Santa Clarita Water Company.

[] [ 1  will the proposed project require the use of a private sewage disposal system? '

The existing residence and proposed project will be served by septic systems.

If the answer is yes, is the project site located in an area having known septic tank
X [ ]  limitations due to high groundwater or other geotechnical limitations or is the project
proposing on-site systems located in close proximity to a drainage course?

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

Could the project’s associated construction activities significantly impact the quality
X L] of groundwater and/or storm water runoff to the storm water conveyance system
and/or receiving water bodies?

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

Could the project’s post-development activities potentially degrade the quality of

X o storm water runoff and/or could post-development non-storm water discharges
contribute potential pollutants to the storm water conveyance system and/or receiving
bodies?

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

[] [] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[ ] Industrial Waste Permit Health Code — Ordinance No.7583, Chapter 5
<] Plumbing Code — Ordinance No.2269 <] NPDES Permit Compliance (DPW)
[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [ OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ]LotSize [ ]Project Design[ ] Compatible Use

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be adversely impacted by, water quality problems?

D Pbtentia‘lly significant D Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 2. Air Quality

SE'I:TI‘NG/IMPACTS
Yes  No Maybe

Will the proposed project exceed the State’s criteria for regional significance (generally (a)
D 500 dwelling units for residential users or (b) 40 gross acres, 650,000 square feet of floor area
or 1,000 employees for non-residential uses)?

The proposed project is one single family residence.

D Is the proposal considered a sensitive use (schools, hospitals, parks) and located near a
freeway or heavy industrial use?
The proposed project is single family residential and the Antelope Valley (14) Freeway is
approximately two miles from the project site.

Will the project increase local emissions to a significant extent due to increased traffic
D congestion or use of a parking structure or exceed AQMD thresholds of potential

significance?

The proposed project is single family residential and no parking structure, other than a

garage is proposed.

D Will the project generate or is the site in close proximity to sources that create obnoxious
odors, dust, and/or hazardous emissions?
The proposed project is single family residential, based on review of project and GIS-NET
data and 2008 Thomas Guide, the project is not in close proximity to sources that create
obnoxious odors, dust or hazardous emissions.

|:| Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any air quality plan.

D Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

The project will not violate any air quality standard or contribute to an air quality violation.

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for

D which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emission which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

The proposed project is single family residential and is surrounded by the same use.

h [] D D Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[ ] Health and Safety Code — Section 40506

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[_]Project Design  [_] Air Quality Report

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on, or be adversely impacted by, air quality?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation |Z Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 3. Biota

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
. Is the project site located within Significant Ecological Area (SEA), SEA Buffer, or
coastal Sensitive Environmental Resource (ESHA, etc.), or is the site relatively
undisturbed and natural?

The project site is not located within a SEA, SEA Buffer or ESHA and consists of an
existing single family residence.

Will grading, fire clearance, or flood related improvements remove substantial
natural habitat areas?

Based on review of GIS-NET data there are no substantial natural habitat areas on
the project site.

Is a drainage course located on the project site that is depicted on USGS quad sheets
by a dashed blue line or that may contain a bed, channel, or bank of any perennial,
intermittent or ephemeral river, stream, or lake?

Based on review of the USGS quad sheet, there is no major drainage course located
on the project site. However, there is an unnamed blue line stream running through
the northern portion of the property which runs from the Sand Canyon Creek.

Does the project site contain a major riparian or other sensitive habitat (e.g. coastal
sage scrub, oak woodland, sycamore riparian, woodland, wetland, etc.)?

Based on review of GIS-NET data, there are no major riparian or other sensitive
habitat on the project site.

Does the project site contain oak or other unique native trees (specify kinds of
trees)?

There are several oak trees on the project site. The applicant has applied for an Oak
Tree Permit to allow encroachment and pruning within the protected zone of four
(4) oak trees. The applicant must meet all requirements and conditions set forth by
the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division (letter dated
September 24, 2009 on file).

f 1 K ] Is the project site habitat for any known sensitive species (federal or state listed
' endangered, etc.)?
Based on review of GIS-NET data, there are no known sensitive species on the
project site.

e. L1 [ 1 Other factors (e.g., wildlife corridor, adjacent open space linkage)?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design [ ] ERB/SEATAC Review [ ] Oak Tree Permit

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee and County Fire — Forestry Div.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, biotic resources?

D ~PQtentially Si‘glliﬁCant‘ D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 4. Archaeological/Historical/Paleontological

SETTING/IMPACTS

Is the project site in or near an area containing known archaeological resources or
containing features (drainage course, spring, knoll, rock outcroppings, or oak trees)
that indicate potential archaeological sensitivity?

There is an unnamed blue line stream running through the northern portion of the
property which runs from the Sand Canyon Creek and there are several oak trees on
the project site.

o

Does the project site contain rock formations indicating potential paleontological
resources?

Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project site does not contain any rock
formations.

Does the project site contain known historic structures or sites?

Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project site contains one single family
residence built in 1990. '

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical or archaeological resource as defined in 15064.5?

Based on the recommendation of the South Central Coastal Information Center,
future construction will require a Phase I Archaeological Survey, prior to approval
of project plans.

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

Based on the recommendation of the South Central Coastal Information Center,
Juture construction will require a Phase I Archaeological Survey, prior to approval
of project plans.

£ ] [ [] Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design [_1Phase 1 Archacology Report

Based on comments from the South Central Coastal Information Center, no archaeological work is

Recommended, as long as no ground disturbance will occur. For any future construction, a Phase I

Archaeological Survey should be conducted prior to the approval of project plans.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources?

D‘P(’)tfe‘nytia}kly s‘ign"iyfikc;ant" l___l Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 5. Mineral Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

There are no known mineral resources of value on the project site.

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource discovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

There are no known locally important mineral resources on the project site.
Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design
CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on mineral resources?

DPotennailysxgmflcam D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 6. Agriculture Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of

N Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency to
non-agricultural use?
Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project site does not contain Prime, U;zfque or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland).

4 ] Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

The proposed project is single family residential which is a permitted use within the

A-1-2 (Light Agriculture) zone. There is no Williamson Act Contract on the property.

< ] Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project site is considered “other land” and
does not contain Prime, Unique or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland).

[] ] Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design
CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on agriculture resources?

Potemiailymgmﬁcam [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 7. Visual Qualities

SETTING/IMPACTS
Y . No Maybe
. Is the project site substantially visible from or will it obstruct views along a scenic
X []  highway (as shown on the Scenic Highway Element), or is it located within a scenic
corridor or will it otherwise impact the viewshed?
Based on review of GIS-NET data and the 2008 Thomas Guide, the project site is not
substantially visible from or will it obstruct views along a scenic highway and is not
located within a scenic corridor and will not impact the viewshed. The project site is
approximately two (2) miles from the Antelope Valley (14) Freeway.

®

5 ] Is the project substantially visible from or will it obstruct views from a regional riding
or hiking trail?
Based on review of GIS-NET data, the proposed project is surrounded by developed
properties that prevent it from being substantially visible from the Castaic Creek
Trail.

< Is the project site located in an undeveloped or undisturbed area that contains unique
RO AN

aesthetic features?
There are several oak trees located on the project site, however the northern portion
of the project site contains an existing single family residence.

< ] Is the proposed use out-of-character in comparison to adjacent uses because of height,
bulk, or other features?
There is an existing single family residence on the project site. The proposed project
is single family residential which is consistent with surrounding land uses.

4 [] Is the project likely to create substantial sun shadow, light or glare problems?

The proposed project will have to meet the requirements of the Santa Clarita Valley
Area Plan.

£ ] [ [] Other factors (e.g., grading or landform alteration)?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design [] Visual Report [ ] Compatible Use

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on scenic qualities?

D TVP'Q'te'ntiall'y'Siéﬁificalqt D Less than significant with project mitigation | X| Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES - 1. Traffic/Access

SETTING/IMPACTS

Does the project contain 25 dwelling units or more and is it located in an area with
known congestion problems (roadway or intersections)?

The project contains an existing single family residence, the proposed use is one (1)
single family residence.

Will the project result in any hazardous traffic conditions?

The proposed project is one (1) single family residence which will not create
hazardous traffic conditions.

Will the project result in parking problems with a subsequent impact on traffic
conditions?

The proposed single family residence will be required to provide adequate parking to
serve the use.

Will inadequate access during an emergency (other than fire hazards) result in
problems for emergency vehicles or residents/employees in the area?

Based on review of GIS-NET data, the project site is located along three (3) streets
(Diver and Sultus Streets and Triumph Avenue) and is accessible.

Will the congestion management program (CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis
thresholds of 50 peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway
system intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project traffic to a mainline
freeway link be exceeded?

The proposed project is one (1) single family residence and will not generate traffic
levels that will exceed CMP thresholds.

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or program supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus, turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

e [ [ [] Other factors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Project Design [_] Traffic Report [_] Consultation with Traffic & Li ghting Division

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Los Angeles County Zoning Code.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on traffic/access factors?

‘ D Py(‘)‘ytéi)‘t'iéyifiy"signiyfik,ckﬁnt D Less than significant with project mitigation <] Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES - 2. Sewage Disposal

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

o If served by a community sewage system, could the project create capacity problems
; L N >
& - u at the treatment plant?

The existing residence and proposed project will be served by septic systems.

[]  Could the project create capacity problems in the sewer lines serving the project site?

The existing residence and proposed project will be served by septic systems.

[] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[] Sanitary Sewers and Industrial Waste — Ordinance No. 6130

[] Plumbing Code — Ordinance No. 2269

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to sewage disposal facilities?

Potemially sagmﬁcant D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES - 3. Education

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

R [ Could the project create capacity problems at the district level?

The proposed project is one (1) single family unit and will not create capacity
problems at the district level.

2 ] Could the project create capacity problems at individual schools that will serve the
project site?
The proposed project is one (1) single family unit and will not create capacity
problems at individual schools that will serve the project site.

< [ ]  Could the project create student transportation problems?

The proposed project is one (1) single family unit and will not create student
transportation problems.

4 ] Could the project create substantial library impacts due to increased population and
demand?

The proposed project is one (1) single family unit and will not create substantial

library impacts due to increased population and demand.

e. [ 1 [ [] Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Site Dedication [_] Government Code Section 65995 [] Library Facilities Mitigation Fee

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to educational facilities/services?

D?otent;ally sxgmfxcant D Less than significant with project mitigation ]Z Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES - 4. Fire/Sheriff Services

SETTING/IMPACTS
Maybe

Could the project create staffing or response time problems at the fire station or
sheriff's substation serving the project site?

One (1) single family residence is not likely to create response time problems at the
fire station or sheriff’s substation serving the project site. The nearest fire station,
Fire Station #123, is 12 mile from the project site. The nearest sheriff’s station,
Santa Clarita Valley Station, is approximately 11 miles from the project site.

Are there any special fire or law enforcement problems associated with the project or
the general area?

There are no known special fire or law enforcement problems associated with the
project or the general area.

Other factors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Fire Mitigation Fee

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to fire/sheriff services?

DPotentlally s;gmﬁcant [] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

o

f.

X O

OO U

SERVICES - 5. Utilities/Other Services

Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate public water supply to meet
domestic needs or to have an inadequate ground water supply and proposes water
wells?

The existing single family residence on the project site is currently served by the
Santa Clarita Water Company.

Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate water supply and/or
pressure to meet fire fighting needs?

The existing single family residence on the project site is currently served by the
Santa Clarita Water Company.

Could the project create problems with providing utility services, such as electricity,
gas, or propane?

The existing single family residence on the project site is currently served by
Southern California Edison.

Are there any other known service problem areas (e.g., solid waste)?

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services or
facilities (e.g., fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, roads)?

The proposed project is one (1) single family residence and will not result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of physically
altered governmental facilities.

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

X Plumbing Code — Ordinance No. 2269 [X] Water Code — Ordinance No. 7834
[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Lot Size [ Project Design

Applicant shall comply with the requirements of Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to utilities services?

[ ] Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 1. General

SETTING/IMPACTS

Will the project result in an inefficient use of energy resources?

The applicant must meet the requirements of the State Administrative Code, Title 24,
Part 5, T-20 (Energy Conservation).

Will the project result in a major change in the patterns, scale, or character of the
general area or community?

The project proposes one (1) single family residence which is in character with
surrounding uses in the area.

Will the project result in a significant reduction in the amount of agricultural land?

The project site contains an existing single family residence and based on review of
GIS-NET data, the project site is considered “other land” and does not contain
Prime, Unique or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland).

d. [ [ [] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

X State Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 5, T-20 (Energy Conservation)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Lot Size [ Project Design [ ] Compatible Use
CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to any of the above factors?

""D'?otehktfially sig;:ﬁfiéyant " [:| Less than significant with project mitigation IX] Less than significant/No impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 2. Environmental Safety

SETTING/IMPACTS
s No Maybe
& D Are any hazardous materials used, transported, produced, handled, or stored on-site?

No hazardous materials are used, transported, produced, handled or stored on-site.

D Are any pressurized tanks to be used or any hazardous wastes stored on-site?
No pressurized tanks are to be used or hazardous wastes stored on-site.

D Are any residential units, schools, or hospitals located within 500 feet and potentially
adversely affected?
Based on review of the project’s land use map, there are residential units within 500 feet of
the project site but they will not be adversely affected.

Have there been previous uses that indicate residual soil toxicity of the site or is the site

D located within two miles downstream of a known groundwater contamination source within
the same watershed?
Based on review of GIS-NET data, there have been no previous uses that indicate residual
soil toxicity of the project site. There is no known groundwater contamination source located
within two (2) miles upstream of the project site.

D Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment involving the
accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment?
The proposed project is single family residential and will not create a significant hazard to
the public or environment involving the release of hazardous materials.

D Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
The proposed project is single family residential and will not emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous materials. There are no schools within Y mile of the project site.

Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
D compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a

significant hazard to the public or environment?

The project site is not on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code Section 65962.5.

Would the project result in a safety hazard for people in a project area located within an

D airport land use plan, within two miles of a public or public use airport, or within the vicinity
of a private airstrip?
Based on review of GIS-NET data and the 2008 Thomas Guide, the project site is not
located within an airport land use plan or within two (2) miles of a public, public use airport
or private airstrip.

!Z] D Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
The project will not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan,

[]

i L1 [ [] Other factors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Toxic Clean-up Plan

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact relative to public safety?

[] Potentially significant [_] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS
‘es No Maybe

O

X
L]

X X X
O OO0

X

L]

[

OTHER FACTORS - 3. Land Use

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the plan designation(s) of the
subject property?

The proposed project shall comply with the requirements of the Santa Clarita Valley
Area Plan and is consistent with the designation of NI (Non-Urban 1).

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the zoning designation of the
subject property?

The proposed project is consistent with the zoning designation of A-1-1 (Light
Agriculture) which allows single family residential uses.

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the following applicable land use
criteria:

Hillside Management Criteria?
SEA Conformance Criteria?

Other?

Would the project physically divide an established community?

The proposed project will be consistent with and continue the residential character
of surrounding properties.

Other factors?

(] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to land use factors?

(O3 otentially significant

[:| Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 4. Population/Housing/Employment/Recreation

SETTING/IMPACTS
No Maybe
a X n Could the project cumulatively exceed official regional or local population
) projections?

The proposed project is one (1) single family unit and will not exceed official
regional or local population projections.

] Could the project induce substantial direct or indirect growth in an area (e.g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)?
The proposed project is one (1) single family unit and will not induce substantial
growth in the area.

[ ]  Could the project displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?

There is an existing single family residence on the project site which will be retained
on the property.

N Could the project result in substantial job/housing imbalance or substantial increase
in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)?
The proposed project is one (1) single family unit and will not result in substantial
Job/housing imbalance or substantial increase in VMT.

[]  Could the project require new or expanded recreational facilities for future residents?

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Los Angeles County Code and
Subdivision Committee.

u Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
There is an existing single family residence on the project site which will be retained.
The proposed project will create an additional single family residence.

g. ] [ |__—! Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Subdivision Committee.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to population, housing, employment, or recreational factors?

D;Potelnﬁaily sagmflcant [ Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Based on this Initial Study, the following findings are made:

Maybe

¢ X O

CONCLUSION

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

The project site is not located within a SEA, SEA Buffer or ESHA and consists of an
existing single family residence. Based on review of GIS-NET data there are no
substantial natural habitat areas, major riparian, other sensitive habitat or known
sensitive species on the project site.

Does the project have possible environmental effects that are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable? "Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.

There is an existing single family residence located on the project site and the
proposed project is one (1) single family residence and is surrounded by the same use
within 1,000 feet of the project site.

Will the environmental effects of the project cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The proposed project is one (1) single family residence and will not have an
environmental effect that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly.

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on

the environment?

0 Potentiatly significant.

D Less than significant with project mitigation IZ Less than significant/No impact
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Impact Analysis

LOS ANGELES COUNTY Lettergram

To: Joshua Huntington, Land Divisions
From: Michele Bush, Impact Analysis
Date: 8/7/2008

Re: PM068934/RENV T200700078

Please comments from the South Central Coastal Information Center:

No archaeological work is recommended, as long as no ground disturbance will occur. For any future
construction, a Phase | Archaeological Survey should be conducted prior to the approval of project plans.



ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
(GOVERNOR

% OF
“(‘\Q, "\\m

STATE OF CALIFORNIA § m‘%
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH ° ), \\\;
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT "eor o
CYNTHIA BRYANT
DIRECTOR

September 18, 2008

Michele Bush

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1348

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: RENV T200700078 / PM 068934 26839 Triumph Avenue Canyon Countly
SCH#: 2008081064

Dear Michele Bush:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Negative Declaration to selected state agencies for
review. The review period closed on September 16, 2008, and no state agencies submitted comments by
that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review

" requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely, .
4 e ’

Terry Roberts

Director, State Clearinghouse

g" & |2 =
A sep 22 o

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613 . PAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2008081064
Project Title RENV T200700078 / PM 068934 26839 Triumph Avenue, Canyon Country
Lead Agency Los Angeles County
Type Neg Negative Declaration
Description The proposed project is a request for a Parcel Map to subdivide 4.93 acres (one existing parcel) into
two (2) lots, for single family residential use. The current property use is single family residential.
There is an existing residence on the northern portion of the property, the southern portion is vacant,
undeveloped and undisturbed. The new parcel is proposed for future a single family residence use.
No construction is proposed at this time. The project will use domestic water and septic sewer
disposal systems. No grading is proposed on the project site.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Michele Bush
Agency Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Phone (213) 974-6461 Fax
email
Address 320 West Temple Street, Room 1348
City Los Angeles State CA  Zip 90012
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Santa Clarita, Unincorporated
Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets  Sultus and Driver Streets
Parcel No. 2841-015-047
Township 4N Range 15W Section 26 Base SBB&M

Proximity to:

Highways Antelope Valley Freeway (14)
Airports
Railways Union Pacific
Waterways Sand Canyon, Spring Canyon, and Iron Canyon Creeks; Santa Clara River
Schools Pinecrest-Canyon Cntry, Sulphur Springs Com. ES, Fair Oaks Ranch
Land Use Developed/vacant / A-1-2 Light Agriculture and N1 Non-Urban 1/ 0.5 dwelling units per acre
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects;
Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard;
Geologic/Seismic; L.anduse; Minerals; Noise; Other Issues; Population/Housing Balance; Public
Services; Schools/Universities; Septic System; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water
Quality; Water Supply
Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Department of Parks and
Agencies Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5;

Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Department of Toxic
Substances Control

Date Received

08/18/2008 Start of Review 08/18/2008 End of Review 09/16/2008

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251

Fax (916) 657-5390

Web Site www.nahc.ca.goy
e-mail: ds_nahc@pacbell.net

September 17, 2008

Ms. Michele Bush, Project Planner

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
320 West Temple Street, Room 1348

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: SCH#2008081064; CEQA Notice of Completion; proposed Negative Declration for RENV 1200700078/PM
068934 Triumph Avenue, Canyon Country Project, Los Angeles County, California

Dear Ms. Bush:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the state agency designated to protect California’s

Native American Cultural Resources. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any project that

causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological

resources, is a ‘significant effect’ requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the California

Code of Regulations §15064.5(b)(c (CEQA guidelines). Section 15382 of the 2007 CEQA Guidelines defines a

significant impact on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical

conditions within an area affected by the proposed project, including ...objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”

In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an adverse

impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. To adequately

assess the project-related impacts on historical resources, the Commission recommends the following action:

\ Contact the appropriate California Historic Resources Information Center (CHRIS) for possible ‘recorded sites’ in

locations where the development will or might occur.. Contact information for the Information Center nearest you is

available from the State Office of Historic Preservation (916/653-7278)/ http://www.ohp.parks.ca.gov. The record
search will determine:

If a part or the entire APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

If any known cultural resources have already been recorded in or adjacent to the APE.

If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

vV If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing

the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made
available for pubic disclosure.

»  The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.

J The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) performed:

* A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project ‘area of potential effect (APE)": The results: No known
Native American Cultural Resources were identified.. However the NAHC SLF is not exhaustive and local
tribal contacts should be consulted from the attached list.

. The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors, also, when profession archaeologists or the equivalent
are employed by project proponents, in order to ensure proper identification and care given cultural resources
that may be discovered. The NAHC recommends that contact be made with Native American Contacts on the
attached list to get their input on potential project impact (APE). In some cases, the existence of a Native
American cultural resources may be known only to a local tribe(s).

V Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.

s Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of
accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (f).
In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native
American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

* A culturally-affiliated Native American tribe may be the only source of information about a Sacred Site/Native
American cultural resource.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.



V Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries
in their mitigation plans.
*  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Americans identified
by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the
NAMC, to assure the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated
grave liens.
\ Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §1 5064.5 (d) of the California Code
of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed, including that construction or excavation be
stopped in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery
until the county coroner or medical examiner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American. .
Note that §7052 of the Health & Safety Code states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony.
v_Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as definedin §15370 of the California Code of Requlations (CEQA

Guidelines), when significant cultural resources are discovered during the course of project planning and
implementation

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions.

srely,

Program An

Attachment: List of Native American Contacts

Cc: State Clearinghouse



Charles Cooke
32835 Santiago Road
Acton , CA 93510

(661) 733-1812 - celi
suscol@intox.net

Beverly Salazar Folkes
1931 Shadybrook Drive
Thousand Oaks , CA 91362

805 492-7255
(805) 558-1154 - cell

Native American Contacis
L¢  \ngeles County
September 17, 2008

Randy Guzman - Folkes

Chumash 1931 Shadybrook Drive
Fernandeno Thousand Oaks , CA 91362
Tataviam ndnrandy @hotmail.com
Kitanemuk (805) 905-1675 - cell
Chumash

Tataviam

Fetrnandefio

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
William Gonzalaes, Cultural/Environ Depart

601 South Brand Boulevard, Suite 102
San Fernando ; CA 91340

ced @tataviam.org
(818) 837-0794 Office
(818) 581-9293 Cell
(818) 837-0796 Fax

Fernandeno
Tataviam

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairperson

P.O. Box 221838

Newhall » CA 91322
tsen2u@msn.com

(661) 753-9833 Office
(760) 885-0955 Cell

(760) 949-1604 Fax

Fernandefio
Tataviam
Serrano
Vanyume
Kitanemuk

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Chumash
Fernandefio
Tataviam
Shoshone Paiute
Yaqui

Distribution of this list does not relleve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2008081064; CEQA Notice of Completion; proposed Negative Declaration for RENV T200700078 / PM 058934 26839

Triumph Avenue, Canyon Country; Los Angeles COUNTY< california.



Huntington, Joshua

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Hi Josh,

Ken Wickstrom [acecainsbcglobal@yahoo.com]
Tuesday, December 29, 2009 3:01 PM
Huntington, Joshua

Ken Wickstrom

068934 (-5)

Thanks for taking the time to discuss this project today.

As you know, we discussed my concerns regarding oak tree impact and access to this project.

I am the owner of parcel 2841024008. The amount of construction traffic we get on this corner is burdensome, in that
we absorb 100% of the traffic going west from Sand Canyon Road on Sultus.

In the past month, I've observed dozens of dump trucks daily transporting dirt through my land. So, yesterday I
followed one of the trucks to 2841015010. These heavy vehicles and all other large construction vehicles impact the

roadway surface through my property.

When you visit the proposed project on Diver tomorrow, I am hopeful that you will be conscious of

my concerns.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Ken Wickstrom

27009 Sand Canyon Road
Santa Clarita, Calif. 91387-3932



itington, Joshua

om: Ken Wickstrom [acecainsbcglobal@yahoo.com]
ent: Monday, January 04, 2010 12:26 PM
lo: Huntington, Joshua
Cc: Ken Wickstrom
Subject: Re: PM068934 Library Package
HiJosh,

Ken Wickstrom

From: "Huntington, Joshua" <JHuntington@planning.lacounty.gov>
To: acecain@sbcglobal.net

Sent: Thu, December 31, 2009 10:31:22 AM

Subject: PM068934 Library Package

Dear Mr. Wickstrom,

The Library Package is posted online here: http://plannin Jacounty.gov/case /view tentative parcel map no. 068934/ and a
copy of this material should also be available at the library on Saturday.

Let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Josh

Josh Huntington, AlCP

Senior Regional Planning Assistant, Land Divisions Section

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
(213) 974 - 6433



Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning

Planning for the Challenges Ahead
OAK TREE PERMIT BURDEN OF gROOf
Please identify the number of oak trees proposed for: Ei\@ AF; oL @(’;)m& - Q OO0

D Removal Encroachment l:l. To Remain D_Tota! existing oak trees

Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 22.56.2100, the applicant shalf substantiate the following:

.

30

{Do not repeat the statement or provide Yes/No responses. If necessary, attach additional pages.)

A. That the proposed construction or proposed use will be accomplished without endangering the health of
the remaining trees subject to Part 16 of Chapter 22.56, if any, on the subject property.

An QOak Tree Permit is being filed in order to have the existing pavement widened at the request of the Fire

Departrment which will in turn impact three (3) Oak Trees.

B. That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed will not result ins soil erosion through the
diversion or increased flow of surface waters which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated.

No Oak Trees are proposed for removal

C. That in addition to the ahbove facts, at least one of the following findings must apply:
1. That the removal of vak tree(s) proposed is necessary as continued existence at present location(s)
frustrates the planned improvement or proposed use of the subject property to such an extent that;
a. Alternate development plans cannot achieve the same permitted density or that the cost of
such alternative would be prohibitive, or
b. Placement of such tree(s) precludes the reasonable and efficient use of such property for a
use otherwise authorized, or
2. That the oak tree(s) proposed for removal or relocation interfere with utility service or streets and
highways either within or outside of the subject property and no reasonable alternative to such
interference exists other than removal of the tree(s), or
3. That the oak tree(s) proposed for removal, with reference to seriously debilitating disease or other
danger of falling, is such that it cannot be remedied through reasonable preservation procedures and
practices.
4. That the removal of the oak tree(s) proposed will not be contrary to or be in substantial conflict with
the intent and purpose of the oak tree permit procedure.

The encroachment into these three (3) frees is necessary in order to widen the existing pavement along Diver,

Triumph and Sultus Streets. This is being done at the request of the LA, Co. Fire Dept. They are of the

opinion that the street widening is necessary to maintain the health and safety of the surrounding community.

in addition, it has been requested that we trim all five (5) trees along the above mentioned streets fo a height

of 13' 6" to allow a fire truck to clearly pass through.

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning | 320 W. Temple Street | Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-6411 | Fax: {213) 626-0434 | http://planning.lacounty.gov



